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In the Matter of
Co-Channel Protection
Criteria for Part 90,
Subpart 8 sStations
Operating Above 800 MHZ

To: The Commission

JOINT REPLY COMMENTS

The National Association of Business and Educational Radio,
Inc. ("NABER"), the American Mobile Telecommunications Association
("AMTA"), the Industrial Telecommunications Association, 1Inc.
("ITA") and Motorola, Inc. ("Motorola") ("the Joint Commentors")
hereby Jjointly submit, pursuant to Section 1.415 of the
Commission's Rules, 47 C.F.R. §1.415, the following Reply Comments
in above-captioned proceeding:

I. BACKGROUND

In their Comments, the Joint Commentors suggested that a
constant correction factor be applied to the F(50,50) curve for
determining the interference contour distance, and that the use of

the F(50,10) curve be abandoned.’ The Comments described an

'The Joint Comments recommended a 12 dB constant correction
factor when using the F(50,50) curves for determining the distance
to the interference contour. The 12 dB figure is an approximation
of the differences between the F(50,50) and the F(50,10) curves at
distances relevant to land mobile operations as indicated by R-
6602 Report Figure 26 (attached to the Joint Comments). The
proposal to use the F(50,50) curves for calculating interference
contours has apparently led to some confusion in the terminology
used to describe the proposed interference protection criteria.
In essence, however, a protection criterion described as "40/10
dBu" protection where both contours are calculated using
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proceeding are sufficient and specifically requested that the
Commission adopt new rules as soon as possible in this proceeding,
and revisit the separation standards shortly after digital
equipment has become widely available.
II. REPLY COMMENTS

It was generally recognized that the Commission's existing co-
channel criteria for non-SMR Pool systems is inadequate,2 and
agreed that the same criteria should be used for all pools.3
However, while several parties advocated the adoption of a
different criteria, such parties either did not specify the
criteria to be used* or failed to address the significant problems
with adoption of their proposed methodology which have been
previously discussed in this proceeding.5

Although it is agreed throughout the industry that R-6602
curves present only a generalized view of predicted terrain, the
fact remains that use of the curves 1is currently the most
appropriate criteria that satisfies the needs of the land mobile
community in the 800\900 MHz band at this time. Specifically, as
discussed by NABER in its Reply Comments in this proceeding filed

on August 27, 1992, the R-6602 methodology: (1) permits short-

23ee e.g., Comments of Utilities Telecommunications Council
("UTC"), Federal Express Corporation ("Federal Express").

3comments of Fleet call, Inc. ("Fleet Call") at 4; Utilities
Telecommunications Council ("UTC") at 3.

“Comments of UTC at 1.

*Comments of Southern California Edison Company ("SCE") at 5;
Texas Utility Electric Company at 6.
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spacing where appropriate; (2) provides applicants and licensees
with a reasonable idea as to the areas where existing systems
should be protected; (3) can be easily verified by the Commission;
and (4) does not result in a "battle of the engineers" resulting
from the differences in assumptions that can be utilized for many
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"complexity and ambiguities inherent in attempting to apply a

modern terrain-based propagation model to each and every proposed
short-spaced station.” Although the R-6602 curves may not
demonstrate the actual signal to be received at a certain point
(using only averages), the curves do provide the Commission with
an analysis as to the spacings which are appropriate between co-
channel stations.

The Joint Commentors believe that the proposal set forth in
their Comments addressed each of the difficulties with R-6602
curves in a manner that retains the curves advantages and minimizes
its deficiencies. Further, the Joint Comments recognized the need
for additional analysis to develop an alternative methodology,
especially for a digital mobile environment.® However, while such
methodology is being formulated, the land mobile industry must not
be forced to continue with a separation standard (40/30) which all

agree is inadequate. On the other hand, the Commission must not



Fleet Call suggests that the Commission retain its existing
short-spacing "chart", which protects existing stations at 1000
feet HAAT/1000 watts ERP.’ Fleet Call's concern is based upon the
fact that "... there is virtually no empirical data demonstrating
the real world desirability of more intensive short-spacing of
lower-power stations."®

It is the position of the Joint Commentors that the protection
of existing stations at 1000 watts ERP and 1000 feet HAAT would be
spectrally inefficient and disrupt the "level playing field" which
the Commission has sought to achieve. All parties agree that
existing stations granted under the "old" 40/30 dBu standard should
be "grandfathered". However, it does not seem necessary to protect
a station at the 1000/1000 level which has a directional HAAT of
100 feet, which operates with 50 watts ERP. Further, the
legitimate concern of Fleet Call with "greenmail" applications
could actually be more prolific under Fleet Call's proposals.
Specifically, a "greenmail" applicant could place a low power, low
HAAT system 50 miles away from a legitimate operator, the
"greenmail" applicant could then receive protection for operational
parameters which could never be achieved. This could limit the
legitimate licensee's ability to relocate when necessary to convert
to multiple site operation.

The Joint Commentors believe that the proposed Table and

protection criteria in the Joint Commentors filing adequately

"comments of Fleet Call at 7.
8Fleet Call Comments at 5 (footnote omitted).
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